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THE PARTNER RETIREMENT PUZZLE
Early in 1993, the private companies practice sec­
tion (PCPS) of the AICPA division for CPA firms 
formed a task force to search for a solution to a 
problem concerning partner retirement. The PCP 
executive committee knew that many successful 
accounting firms face a dilemma—how to manage 
the transfer of control from the current generation 
of managing partners to the next, without jeopar­
dizing the firm’s existence.
The PCPS task force, chaired by Francis M. 
Percuoco, a Milton, Massachusetts, practitioner, 
contacted our firm, Financial Resources Network 
(FRN), to explore possible solutions. Our combined 
efforts, plus the expertise of the International 
Corporate Marketing Group—a division of 
ITT/Hartford Insurance Company—lead to the cre­
ation of the Endeavor Program especially for 
accounting firms. This innovative, low-cost, vari­
able life insurance, which was described in last 
month's Practicing CPA, is designed to help firms 
meet partner retirement needs.
To understand the partner retirement puzzle con­
fronting many successful mid-size firms and see 
how the Endeavor Program might offer a solution, 
let’s look more closely at a typical situation.
A closer look
We believe this typical firm was founded sometime 
in the 1950s by one to three individuals. After a 
short while, the founders brought in what we call 
“first generation” partners—individuals selected to 
begin establishing the long-term continuity of the 
firm. Many of these people are now at least fifty­
eight years of age and are approaching retirement.
The firm also contains a group we call “second 
generation” partners. These are individuals who 
became partner some five to ten years after the first 
generation was admitted. This five-to-ten-year peri­
od of time when there was no significant creation of 
new partners is the seed of today’s potential conflict. 
Second generation partners are now between forty 
and fifty-two years of age and will be the core of the 
firm for the next twenty years. There is no plan for 
funding the retirement of the first generation part­
ners.
Firm X (a typical firm) approached FRN about six 
years ago because it had several first generation 
partners who were worried about how their retire­
ment income stream would be funded. The second 
generation partners wondered about this, too, 
because they were concerned with building their 
own incomes and funding their own retirement.
FRN created a three-pronged approach. First and 
foremost was a qualified plan. This was a defined 
contribution pension plan with age and service 
weighting. This allowed us to skew the firm contri­
bution to put the majority of the benefit in the 
accounts of the first generation partners.
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We also created a defined contribution 401(k) 
program. The 401(k) was solely employee funded, 
and allowed the employees, including first and sec­
ond generation partners, to begin accumulating sig­
nificant supplemental retirement assets on a tax 
deductible and tax deferred basis, and expose those 
monies to the opportunity to earn investment rates 
of return.
It was clear from FRN’s actuarial projections that 
the combination of the two qualified plans alone 
could not create sufficient assets to generate 80 per­
cent of the partners’ pre-retirement income—an 
amount we believe is the minimum needed to main­
tain living standards.
People think they will need less money when they 
retire, but other than there usually being no need to 
contribute to a retirement asset pool (normally 
about 20 percent of pre-retirement income), income 
needs don’t necessarily decrease.
So, despite the creation of the qualified plans, we 
still had a funding shortfall. Traditionally, firms 
have dealt with this by installing a non-qualified, 
unfunded, defined benefit, or deferred compensa­
tion program based on a standard benchmark. Such 
plans worked well until fairly recently, but are now 
being questioned.
The reason is that second generation partners are 
now realizing that without change, the firm will 
have tremendous unfunded liabilities as first gener­
ation partners begin to retire. In today’s competitive 
environment, they wonder what, if anything, will be 
left to satisfy their income needs and fund their own 
retirement obligations.
The problem, if unresolved, can lead to the disso­
lution of the firm. First generation partners may feel 
the need to force a sale of the firm to generate assets 
they can live on during retirement, while the second 
generation partners may just leave the firm for 
another one that has worked out a solution to the 
partner retirement puzzle.
One might wonder why, if both generations of 
partners are aware of the problem, they haven’t 
solved it. The reason, we believe, is that the partners 
have not addressed some key points and have had 
difficulty finding a suitable funding vehicle for the 
deferred compensation plans. Let me explain.
The key points
What partners receive in retirement income 
depends on the continued existence of the firm. You 
need to determine how much the firm can afford to 
provide to first generation partners without risking 
losing good second generation partners because 
their current income is too low. Retirement plans 
generally consist of a defined compensation 
replacement of up to 40 percent of pre-retirement 
income, even though studies suggest twice that 
amount is required. How the arrangement is struc­
tured will depend to a great extent on its being con­
sistent with partners’ views on what is due them on 
retirement.
You need to make some decisions concerning 
plan portability and what to do about existing 
arrangements. If retirement payments are to be 
made by the firm, you will have more flexibility in 
designing some limitations on portability than if 
payments are self-funded. You will also need to 
address some key questions concerning existing 
arrangements and decide whether you will grandfa­
ther what partners have already accrued.
You need to think about protection from credi­
tors. There are considerable risks with a design plan 
that makes the entity both the provider of the bene­
fit and the funding source. Creditors could end up 
with assets held for retirement benefits—even those 
in rabbi trusts—in bankruptcy situations.
Exposure due to malpractice claims and long­
term commercial obligations must also be consid­
ered in terms of putting retirement assets at risk. In 
general, the more malpractice coverage the firm has 
and the better its track record, the less worry there 
may be about creditor protection.
Options and funding alternatives
We believe qualified plans are the best option—at 
least as the first level of planning. They provide the 
best protection from creditors, contributions are 
continued on page 7
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Highlights of Recent Pronouncements
FASB Statements of the Financial 
Accounting Standards Board
No. 127 (December 1996), Deferral of the Effective 
Date of Certain Provisions of FASB Statement No. 
125
□ Amends FASB Statement no. 125, Accounting for 
Transfers and Servicing of Financial Assets and 
Extinguishments of Liabilities.
□ Defers for one year the effective date:
1) Of paragraph 15 of FASB Statement no. 125;
2) For repurchase agreement, dollar-roll, securi­
ties lending, and similar transactions, of para­
graphs 9 through 12 and 237(b) of FASB 
Statement no. 125.
□ Provides additional guidance on the types of 
transactions for which the effective date of FASB 
Statement no. 125 has been deferred.
□ Requires that if it is not possible to determine 
whether a transfer occurring during calendar­
year 1997 is part of a repurchase agreement, dol­
lar-roll, securities lending, or similar transaction, 
then paragraphs 9 through 12 of FASB Statement 
no. 125 should be applied to that transfer.
□ Effective December 31, 1996.
No. 126 (December 1996), Exemption from Certain 
Required Disclosures about Financial Instruments 
for Certain Nonpublic Entities
□ Amends FASB Statement no. 107, Disclosures 
about Fair Value of Financial Instruments, to 
make the disclosures about fair value of financial 
instruments prescribed in FASB Statement no. 
107 optional for entities that meet all of the fol­
lowing criteria:
1) The entity is a nonpublic entity;
2) The entity’s total assets are less than $100 
million on the date of the financial state­
ments;
3) The entity has not held or issued any deriva­
tive financial instruments, as defined in FASB 
Statement no. 119, Disclosure about Derivative 
Financial Instruments and Fair Value of 
Financial Instruments, other than loan com­
mitments, during the reporting period.
□ Does not change the requirements of FASB 
Statements no. 115, Accounting for Certain 
Investments in Debt and Equity Securities, and 
no. 124, Accounting for Certain Investments Held 
by Not-for-Profit Organizations (including disclo­
sures about financial instruments other than 
equity and debt securities that are measured at 
fair value in the statement of financial position), 
or any requirements, other than those specified 
in paragraph 2, for recognition, measurement, 
classification, or disclosure of financial instru­
ments in financial statements.
□ Effective for fiscal years ending after December 
15, 1996. Earlier application is permitted in 
financial statements that have not been issued 
previously.
GASB Technical Bulletin
No. 96-1 (August 1996), Application of Certain 
Pension Disclosure Requirements for Employers 
Pending Implementation of GASB Statement 27
□ Provides guidance for employer reports issued for 
periods after GASB Statement no. 25, Financial 
Reporting for Defined Benefit Pension Plans and 
Note Disclosures for Defined Contribution Plans, 
has been adopted but before the employer has 
adopted GASB Statement no. 27, Accounting for 
Pensions by State and Local Governmental 
Employers.
□ Effective for years beginning after June 15, 1996 
or when a defined benefit pension plan adopts 
GASB Statement no. 25, if earlier. The provisions 
terminate when GASB Statement no. 27 becomes 
effective (for periods beginning after June 15, 
1997) or when an employer implements that 
Statement, if earlier.
Statements on Auditing Standards
No. 81 (December 1996), Auditing Investments
□ Supersedes SAS no. 1, section 332, Long-Term 
Investments, and its interpretation entitled 
“Evidential Matter for the Carrying Amount of 
Marketable Securities.”
□ Provides guidance:
1) To auditors in auditing investments in securi­
ties, that is, debt securities and equity securi­
ties, and investments accounted for under 
Accounting Principles Board Opinion no. 18, 
The Equity Method of Accounting for 
Investments in Common Stock;
2) Concerning substantive auditing proce­
dures to be performed in gathering eviden­
tial matter related to assertions about 
investments.
□ Applies to audits of presentations covered by SAS 
no. 62, Special Reports, that include assertions 
about investments.
□ Effective for audits of financial statements for 
periods ending on or after December 15, 1997. 
Earlier application is permissible.
Practicing CPA, February 1997
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No. 80 (December 1996), Amendment to Statement 
on Auditing Standards No. 31, Evidential Matter 
□ Amends SAS no. 31, Evidential Matter, to incor­
porate the concept of evidential matter in elec­
tronic form.
□ Provides guidance:
1) Regarding the potential audit impacts of evi­
dential matter in electronic form and 
describes matters an auditor should consider 
in such circumstances;
2) For a practitioner who has been engaged to 
audit an entity’s financial statements where sig­
nificant information is transmitted, processed, 
maintained, or accessed electronically.
□ Includes examples of evidential matter in elec­
tronic form and provides that an auditor should 
consider the time during which such evidential 
matter exists or is available in determining the 
nature, timing, and extent of substantive tests.
□ Indicates that an auditor may determine that, in 
certain engagement environments where eviden­
tial matter is in electronic form, it would not be 
practical or possible to reduce detection risk to 
an acceptable level by performing only substan­
tive tests.
□ Provides that in such circumstances, an auditor 
should consider performing tests of controls to 
support an assessed level of control risk below 
the maximum for affected assertions.
□ Effective for engagements beginning on or after 
January 1, 1997. Earlier application is encouraged.
Statement of Position
No. 96-1 (October 1996), Environmental Remediation 
Liabilities
□ Improves and narrows the manner in which exist­
ing authoritative accounting literature is applied 
by entities to the specific circumstances of rec­
ognizing, measuring, and disclosing environ­
mental remediation liabilities.
□ Provides:
1) That environmental remediation liabilities 
should be accrued when the criteria of FASB 
Statement no. 5, Accounting for Contingencies, 
are met, and it includes benchmarks to aid in 
the determination of when environmental 
remediation liabilities should be recognized in 
accordance with FASB Statement no. 5;
2) That an accrual for environmental liabilities 
should include—
□ Incremental direct costs of the remedia­
tion effort, as defined;
□ Costs of compensation and benefits for 
those employees who are expected to 
devote a significant amount of time direct­
ly to the remediation effort, to the extent of 
the time expected to be spent directly on 
the remediation effort.
3) That the measurement of the liability should 
include—
□ The entity’s allocable share of the liability 
for a specific site;
□ The entity’s share of amounts related to 
the site that will not be paid by other 
potentially responsible parties or the gov­
ernment.
4) That the measurement of the liability should 
be based on enacted laws and existing regula­
tions and policies, and on the remediation 
technology that is expected to be approved to 
complete the remediation effort;
5) That the measurement of the liability should 
be based on the reporting entity’s estimates 
of what it will cost to perform all elements of 
the remediation effort when they are expect­
ed to be performed and that the measure­
ment may be discounted to reflect the time 
value of money if the aggregate amount of 
the liability or component of the liability and 
the amount and timing of cash payments for 
the liability or component are fixed or reli­
ably determinable;
6) Guidance on the display of environmental 
remediation liabilities in financial statements 
and on disclosures about environmental-cost- 
related accounting principles, environmental 
remediation loss contingencies, and other 
loss contingency disclosure considerations.
□ Effective for fiscal years beginning after December 
15, 1996. Earlier application is encouraged.
FASB Interpretation
No. 42 (September 1996), Accounting for Transfers 
of Assets in Which a Not-for-Profit Organization Is 
Granted Variance Power
□ Interprets FASB Statement no. 116, Accounting for 
Contributions Received and Contributions Made.
□ Clarifies that an organization that receives assets 
acts as a donee and a donor, rather than as an 
agent, trustee, or intermediary, if a resource 
provider specifies a third-party beneficiary or 
beneficiaries and explicitly grants the recipient 
organization the unilateral power to redirect the 
use of the assets away from the specified benefi­
ciary or beneficiaries (variance power).
□ Effective for financial statements issued for fiscal 
years ending after September 15, 1996. Earlier 
application is encouraged.
Practicing CPA, February 1997
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Your Voice in Washington
IRS provides guidance on MSAs
With passage of the Health Insurance Portability 
and Accountability Act (H.R. 3103) last August, 
Congress established a four-year pilot program for 
medical savings accounts (MSA). These are tax- 
favored savings accounts set up to fund employee 
health benefits and medical care expenses tied to a 
high deductible insurance policy.
MSAs are available only to small businesses 
(defined as businesses that employed no more than 
50 employees in either of the two preceding years) 
and self-employed individuals with a high- 
deductible health plan. Employees are eligible for 
MSA coverage only through employer-sponsored 
high-deductible health plans ($1,500 to $2,250 
deductible for individual coverage and $3,000 to 
$4,500 for family coverage). Other than the high- 
deductible policy, no other health-care insurance 
may be provided by the employer.
The maximum annual contribution that can be 
made to an MSA and can be claimed by an individ­
ual as an "above the line” tax deduction is 65 per­
cent of the insurance deductible amount for indi­
vidual coverage and 75 percent of the insurance 
deductible for family coverage. The MSA program 
is intended to be a pilot project, so its provisions are 
effective for taxable years beginning after 1996. 
After the year 2000, no new MSAs may be created.
The IRS provided some guidance (in Notice 96-53, 
issued November 29, 1996) on MSAs, clarifying that 
individuals eligible to participate in MSAs can do so 
without awaiting permission or authorization from 
the IRS. Eligible individuals can establish MSAs 
with a qualified MSA trustee or custodian in much 
the same way as establishing an IRA.
It is the responsibility of individuals, not MSA 
trustees, to determine and keep records on what 
medical expenses qualify as tax-preferred. If indi­
viduals use MSA distributions for other than med­
ical purposes, the account trustee is not responsible. 
This means individuals will have to be able to sub­
stantiate their own MSA information.
Deadline for participants
Despite the somewhat complicated rules and limit­
ed applicability of MSAs, the benefits could be 
worthwhile for certain small business employees 
and self-employed individuals. Practitioners should 
consider these accounts for their small employer 
clients and eligible employees as soon as possible, 
however, because Congress has set a limit as to the 
number of MSAs that can be established in the pro­
gram. A health insurer should be contacted before 
September 1, 1997, to sign up for the program. □
The AICPA Innovative User of 
Technology Award
The AICPA information technology executive com­
mittee is soliciting nominees for the 1997 
Innovative User of Technology Award. To be pre­
sented annually, the award gives the AICPA and par­
ticipating state CPA societies the opportunity to 
both recognize the achievements of CPAs in the use 
of technology and to highlight the CPA designation 
as the premier provider of “business solutions 
through technology.”
The active involvement of state CPA societies is 
crucial to the award’s success, and nominations 
may be submitted by state societies and members at 
large. The award will be presented at the AICPA 
TECH ‘97 Conference, to be held on July 20-23 in 
Las Vegas, Nevada, where the winner will also 
receive free registration, hotel accommodations, 
and air travel to the conference.
Eligibility
To be eligible for the AICPA Innovative User of 
Technology Award, the nominee must be
□ An AICPA member employed in either public 
practice, industry, government, or education.
□ Distinguished by having made a significant con­
tribution to the technological growth and success 
of his/her employer’s organization or a client’s 
organization.
□ Distinguished by having made a significant con­
tribution to the growth and enhancement of the 
profession.
□ Nominated by his/her state CPA society or by a 
state CPA society member at large.
□ Currently not serving as the president of 
his/her state CPA society, or as a member of 
the AICPA board of directors, information 
technology executive committee, or any of its 
subcommittees.
Application procedure
The deadline for applications to be considered for 
the award is February 28. Each nomination must 
consist of a completed nomination form and a letter 
of recommendation from the nominator. (Where 
appropriate, the application should also include a 
letter of recommendation from the candidate’s 
employer.) A current resume of the nominee should 
also be submitted.
For more information, contact AICPA Innovative 
User of Technology Award Program, Information 
Technology Team, 1211 Avenue of the Americas, 
New York, New York 10036-8775, tel. (212) 596- 
6010, FAX (212) 596-6025, E-MAIL NCohen@ 
aicpa.org □




The technical issues committee (TIC) of the private 
companies practice section plays a crucial role in 
PCPS advocacy efforts by providing the smaller firm 
perspective before the Financial Accounting 
Standards Board; its governmental counterpart, 
GASB; and the American Institute of CPAs stan­
dard-setting bodies.
At its most recent meeting, in Dallas, Texas, TIC 
learned that FASB has made the requirements of 
SFAS no. 107, Disclosures About Fair Value of 
Financial Instruments, optional for nonpublic enti­
ties that have total assets under $100 million and 
have not held or issued any derivative financial 
instruments. As reported in the November 
Practicing CPA, TIC was instrumental in persuading 
FASB to exempt entities with assets under $10 mil­
lion. TIC is greatly encouraged that the exemption 
now extends to companies ten times that size, and 
appreciates the AICPA accounting standards execu­
tive committee’s role in prompting the increased 
exemption.
TIC discussed the difficulty local firms often 
encounter when applying GAAP and GAAS to relat­
ed party transactions. Standard setters believe they 
provided relief for the most onerous situations by 
linking compliance to such restrictive terms as 
"practicable” and “reasonably determinable.” TIC 
members observed, however, that the lack of guid­
ance on how to apply these terms limits their use­
fulness, makes practitioners vulnerable to litigation, 
and evokes peer review comments. At its next meet­
ing, TIC will examine examples from practice that 
illustrate this problem and decide what to recom­
mend to FASB.
TIC also discussed FASB’s efforts to simplify dis­
closures under SFAS no. 87, Employer’s Accounting 
for Pension Plans, for plans that meet certain size 
and other criteria. TIC has developed a list of dis­
closures it recommends should apply to smaller 
plans, and will continue to provide input to FASB as 
the Board debates proposed changes.
TIC met with George Scott, the immediate past 
chair of the AICPA government accounting and 
auditing committee (GAAC), to discuss issues of 
mutual interest. Both TIC and GAAC are troubled 
by the delayed release of revised Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-133, 
which would change audit requirements for not-for- 
profit organizations and state and local govern­
ments receiving federal assistance. The changes are 
effective for audits for years beginning after June 
30, 1996, yet the OMB has not issued the final revi­
sions or any compliance supplements. TIC dis­
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cussed with GAAC ways to distribute information to 
practitioners in time for summer 1997 audits, 
including disseminating materials through state 
and regional CPE programs. Mr. Scott encouraged 
continued dialogue between TIC and GAAC over 
issues that affect smaller governments and the CPA 
firms that serve them.
The chair of the AICPA accounting and review 
services committee (ARSC) provided an update on 
its activities, including the status of the exposure 
draft on assembled financial statements. The 
chair reported that the proposed statement is not 
likely to be issued as exposed. ARSC is looking 
into ways to help practitioners apply compilation 
standards in the face of rapidly changing technol­
ogy.
TIC will meet in Scottsdale, Arizona, at the end of 
January; New York City in May; and Chicago, 
Illinois, in July. For information about attending a 
meeting, call TIC staff aide, Susan Sly, at the AICPA, 
(212) 596-6047.
1996 survey of small business
The private companies practice section (PCPS) 
of the AICPA division for CPA firms recently 
conducted its sixth survey of small business 
owners and managers in order to understand the 
issues and problems that are important to them. 
The findings, which give insight into small busi­
ness’s needs, should be of interest to all practi­
tioners.
It is important for small business owners to know 
where to turn for business counsel, and the latest 
survey shows that more respondents (nearly 35 per­
cent) rely on their CPA for business advice than on 
others, such as spouse/family (27 percent) or busi­
ness colleagues (23 percent), and seem to be satis­
fied with the services they receive.
One area of concern to PCPS is whether prepara­
tion of financial statements in accordance with 
GAAP poses a burden to small, non-public compa­
nies. Forty-six percent of respondents indicate that 
financial disclosure is a problem because of the 
time involved.
Nearly half of the respondents believe their state 
economy is improving and are taking advantage of 
this upswing to pay down debt. Nearly 40 percent 
said they are purchasing new equipment, 38 percent 
are adding new products and services, and 35 per­
cent are entering new markets. When it comes to 
public policies that affect the bottom line, more 
than half of the small business respondents strong­
ly favor broad tax reform, and nearly half said they 
would not be affected by an increased minimum 
wage.
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Employee benefits and personnel policies
Over the past two years, 27 percent of the 
responding companies have instituted major 
changes in employee benefits and personnel poli­
cies. Of the changes, nearly 53 percent involve 
enhanced health coverage and 36 percent 
enhanced retirement plan funding. Other changes 
include flex-time (20 percent) and family leave (12 
percent).
Approximately half of the respondents believe 
employers have a responsibility for the future finan­
cial security of their employees to sponsor employ­
ee retirement savings plans. Only about one in four 
actually has such a plan, however, and these were 
four times more likely to be companies with rev­
enues over $6 million than those with under $1 mil­
lion in revenues.
Cost is the greatest barrier between a compa­
ny’s wish to offer a retirement plan and its abili­
ty to provide one. Twenty-five percent of respon­
dents say sponsoring a retirement plan is not 
cost-beneficial, 22 percent say it is not an 
employee priority, and 18 percent say IRS regu­
lations are an obstacle.
Innovative personnel policies such as flex-time 
and telecommuting are slowly taking hold in the 
small business community. Twenty-eight percent of 
respondents give employees the option of an alter­
nate work schedule, but under 12 percent permit 
telecommuting on a regular basis.
Support for liability reform
Despite congressional gains toward tort reform 
among publicly traded corporations, legal liability 
still poses a threat to small business owners, and 
more than three quarters of the respondents sup­
port reform. Forty-seven percent think reform of 
punitive damages is most important, and 38 percent 
would like replacement of joint and several liability 
with proportionate liability.
This attitude most likely springs from respon­
dents’ own legal liability concerns. Sixty-one per­
cent of respondents say their exposure to legal 
liability has risen over the past five years, and 26 
percent have been party to a lawsuit. Companies 
with annual revenues in excess of $6 million have 
been hit hardest: They were much more likely 
than smaller companies to be the target of litiga­
tion.
More than 40 percent of the respondents say the 
current litigious environment has directly harmed 
their business. Of those who say they have been 
hurt, 52 percent increased their liability insurance, 
32 percent increased product or service sales prices, 
24 percent terminated employees, and 21 percent 
dropped product or service lines.
Borrowing trends
Sixty-nine percent of respondents say their bankers 
are very or moderately able to support company 
goals. Borrowing remains sluggish among small 
business owners, however. Only 38 percent of the 
companies say they had borrowed within the past 
twelve months. Responses varied by industry group, 
with highly capital-intensive businesses, such as 
manufacturers, construction, and wholesalers, bor­
rowing more frequently than service businesses. 
When asked why they hadn’t borrowed money, 
respondents said they didn’t need it or had other 
sources of capital.
For more information about the PCPS survey of 
small business and other PCPS member benefits, 
contact Barbara Vigilante via telephone (800) CPA- 
FIRM or FAX (800) FAX-1112. □
The Partner Retirement Puzzle 
(continued from page 2)
currently deductible, earnings compound on a pre­
tax basis, and distributions can be made in install­
ments.
Funding alternatives include qualified plans, non­
qualified plans (that is, rabbi trusts), and insurance 
(split dollar and variable life insurance). Buy/sell 
and capital return models also have validity and can 
be funded in advance—although not necessarily on 
a tax-free basis.
A significant benefit of funding is the com­
pounding of investment return. Because of the 
time factor, older partners may not be able to par­
ticipate in this advantage to a significant extent, 
and an unfunded plan may be the best way to han­
dle the transition. To avoid a build-up in unfunded 
liabilities, firms sometimes have an unfunded plan 
where the benefit is reduced by the value of the 
funded plan(s).
We suggest firms periodically review their partner 
retirement planning and funding vehicles to ensure 
a fit with current views and situations. FRN is con­
vinced that the new approach to funding will be 
variable life insurance if firms can negotiate suffi­
cient reductions in upfront costs and surrender 
charges. In this respect, the ITT/Hartford Endeavor 
product may well fill the bill, since it has no agent 
commissions or surrender cost, and has a negotiat­
ed lower cost due to group buying power. □
—by Gregg Caplitz, CFP, MS, Financial Resources 
Network, 424 Washington Street, Woburn, 
Massachusetts 01801-2112, tel. (800) 772-4047, FAX 
(617) 935-9728
Practicing CPA, February 1997
Practicing CPA, February 1997
T2: Technology Solutions 
for Tomorrow Today
Technology allows you and your firm to deliver ser­
vices you were never able to offer in the past—and 
the technology of tomorrow will allow you to pro­
vide higher-valued services than ever before. To 
leverage these emerging opportunities, you need to 
understand the strategic implications of technology 
through the development and implementation of a 
technology plan.
To help you begin, the AICPA is offering T2: 
Technology Planning for Tomorrow Today—a 
series of one-day conferences that will be launched 
in the spring. T2 is a multi-tiered program designed 
to help small to mid-size CPA firms successfully 
integrate technology into their practices, so as to 
increase productivity and gain a competitive advan­
tage, through the creation of a technology blueprint.
As a participant at a T2 conference, you will learn 
how to
□ Assess your firm’s technology needs.
□ Develop a technology blueprint for your firm.
□ Effectively implement the blueprint.
□ Position your firm to leverage changes in tech­
nology.
How to obtain information
To make sure you receive a T2 program brochure as 
soon as possible, please provide the following infor­
mation and send a copy of the completed page to 
Colleen Scollans at the AICPA via FAX (212) 596- 







Number of professionals in your firm
Name of the major city 
nearest your location-------------------------------------
Does your firm currently have 
a technology partner?_____________________
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